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Dear Ms. Townsend: .

 Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts, Comments on the Development of Sediment

Quality Objectives for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of California, Draft Staff Report (2007)

The Los Angeles County Sanitation Districts (Districts) are a confederation of special districts

that operate and maintain regional wastewater and solid waste management systems for approximately 5

million people who reside in 78 cities and unincorporated areas in Los Angeles County. The Districts’

own and operate five landfills and eleven wastewaier treatment plants, including the Joint Waer Pollution

Contiol Plant (JWPCP), which directly discharges to the Pacific ‘Ocean. The JWPCP provides full

secondary treatment, has a design capacity of 400 MGD and discharges 1.5 miles offshore of the Palos

. Verdes peninsula under an NPDES permit. Of the cleven aforementioned wastewater treatment plants,

ten are walter reclamation plants and jointly comprise one of the largest recycling systems in the world,
producing nearly 200 million gallons of reclaimed water each day.

We suppont the State Board’s efforts to maintain and improve the sediment quality in California’s
enclosed bays and estvaries and recognize that developing Sediment Quality Objectives (SQOs) is a -
difficult and complicated task. We would like to acknowledge the time and cffort that the State Board
staff and Science Team have devoied 1o this project and commend them on their substantial progress
iowards the goal of developing scientifically defensible SQOs. We also commend the State Board staff
for soliciting input from the nationally recognized experts that make up the Scientific Steering
Committee, as well as, the Regional Board staff members, the Science Team, and the diverse stakeholders
that comprise the Advisory Committee. ' o

" The Districts appreciatc the oppertunity to provide comments on the Draft Staff Report and
supplemental appendices for Sediment Quality Objectives (SQO’s) for Enclosed Bays and Estuaries of
California. Our comments are intended to provide produciive feedback relating to Phase 1 of the SQO
policy. We strongly support the proposed multiple line of evidence (MLOE) framework, which is based
on robust regional tools and has undergonc a rigorous scientific peer review process. We do suggest
though, that the State Board provide more detailed guidance throughout the Draft Staff Report and
Appendix A regarding the implementation of SQO assessments. The Districts’ general comments and
main suggestions regarding the Draft Staff Report are presented in the remainder of this cover letter.
Detailed comments are outlined afterward and follow the format of the Staff Report and Appendix A. The
MLOE approach is conservative by nature due to the State’s effort to ensure protection of beneficial uses.
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However, the policy guidance 1o round up metrics within individual lines of evidence (LOE) may lead 10
an overly conservative and possibly inaccurate final station designation. We suggest that the Science
Team perform formal sensitivity siudies evaluating the cffects of rounding a single LOE, as well as
compounded rounding effects when integrating iwo or three LOEs. The Districts provide some initial
statistics related to such rounding events based on our review of the data used to conduct the recent
Statewide Assessment of sediment quality for California (sce delailed comments under Appendix A,
Section 5.5.5). ' '

One of the primary sirengths of the MLOE approach is the mulii-level station designations that
arc given in the Station Assessment Matrix (Table 11, page 17 Appendix A). - Although we do not see the
necessity of the Inconclusive category proposed in the Drafi Staff Report, we do find the remaining five
assessment designations to be extremely useful as guidance tools for ranking waterbody impairments for
cleanup and remediation activities. These final station assessments provide descriptive language

. ggm;!iﬁﬁ’l‘h‘?ﬁ?éfﬁf@gﬁ@qfiqﬁ-;perccived to be present at a station. We suggest that the Regional
Bdﬂfﬂi*iﬁeﬂlrc&eﬁlncon‘iiderlhe percentage and scverity of impacted sites (Possibly, Likely, and
Clearly Impacted) within waterbodics not meeting the SQO narrative standards and develop a priority
ranking (see detailed comments ’_unélisr the Draft Staff Repon, Section 4.3).

: : The finding of a waterbody impairment under this policy does not provide an answer to the basic
question; what-is causing the impairment? . In most cases, a waterbody that does not pass the SQO
narrative. will. need - further -study ‘to identify the cause(s) of the impairment and the appropriale
management action(s) to restore the waterbody. It is critical to first perform a causation study/linkage
analysis often referred to as a stressor identification evaluation (SIE). This initial response to a SQO
exceedance and listing will confirm or deny chemical impairment. If the sediment is impaired due to
something other than a chemical cause (e.g. dredging, anchor drag, prop wash, storm event), then the
stations should be reclassified, as appropriate, and rerun through the binomial statistic to determine if the
waterbody should continue to be listed. If there is indeed chemical impairment, then the specific
chemicals, ‘or class of chemicals, will need to be identified to initiate the source identification and
management process. The SIE is the critical first step lowards effective and fiscally responsible

remediation efforts. (Sce delailed comments under the Draft Staff Report, Section 4.3).

We also propose a specific outline for stressor identificalion and development of site-specific
management guidelines. We include such an outline with an associated flowchart for your consideration
as part of our detailed comments under Appendix A, Section VII F. and Section VII. G. We believe that
the visval aid of a flowchart will help delincate the procedures associated with the policy and make
implementation easier for the Regional Boards. :

Again, the Districts appreciate the opportunily t6 comment on this Policy and congratulate the
State Board and Science Team on the development of scienlifically defensible and protective SQOs for
direct effects. Please fecl frec to contact Lisa Haney (lhaney@lacsd.org, 562-908-4288 ext. 5603) if you
have any questions regarding these comments.

Very truly yours,

Sléﬂwn R. Maguin .
Philip L. Friess S
Department Head

Technical Services Department
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